led students whel

ASSIEIIE sdents randaomiy 1o

DEelween msurucied dand nonistru
the mstructional condition was not possible: the hallmari. of tie true experiment is
random assignment to conditions). Readers should note especially that every one of
the well validated components detailed in this section was detected in the effective
classrooms that were the focus of research summarized in the foregoing section,
Most of the work reviewed in this section also is partcularly pertinent in the
nts with learning difficulties. for many of the single

[

context of u discussion of stude
component mterventions have been almed al spectlic problems that some chiiaren
‘hing young readers certaimiy have been stud

experience as they learn 1o read. Surug
ied much more extensivelv with respect to single-component reading interventions

ouny reader:

sraae e o ghoy e-a

Phonemic Awareness and the Alphabetic Principle
I

Phonemic awareness is a special type of metacognitive awareness. It is awareness
that words are composed of separable sounds that are blended together. The alpha-
betic principle 1s the awareness that sounds are represented in words by the letters
of the alphabet. These fundamental awarenesses are critical for the beginning reader.
Without awareness that letters map sounds that can be blended together, there would
be little incentive for paying attention to the individual letters of words, and lessons
about individual letter sounds would make little sense.

Phonemic awareness, in particular, has received a great deal of attention, largely
because of demonstrations that low phonemic awareness in the early grades predicts
reading problems in the middle grades (e.g., Bowey, 1995; Juel, 1988; Naslund &
Schneider, 1996; Stuart & Masterson, 1992). More positively, however, phonemic
awareness can be developed through instruction, and when it is, subsequent reading
difficulties are reduced (e.g., Bradley & Bryant, 1983, 1985, 1991; Byrne &
Fielding-Barnsley, 1991. 1993, 1995: Lundberg, Frost, & Peterson. 1988: Lie. 1991;
O’Connor. Jenkins. & Slocum, 1995; Vellutino & Scanlon. 1987: Williams, 1980:
Wise & Olson. 1995). Instruction typically involves word games, such as detecting
words that rhyme. pronouncing words when one sound is removed from another
word (e.g.. What does mar sound like 1f the mr is removed” What does mar sound like
if the 7 is removed”). and pronouncing words when a sound 1s added (e.g.. What does
at sound like if an m 1s added at the beginning? What does ma sound like 1f a 7 is
added 1o the end?).

This instruction typically occurs over the course of months for a few minutes
each day. It increases phonemic awareness in the short term and contributes to read-
ing skill in the long term. which provides incentive for including such instruction in
the carly primary vears (i.e.. kindergarten and grade 1), especially to students who
lack phonemic awareness upon entering kindergarten or grade |.

[n arguing for including phonemic awareness in literacy instruction. we are
emphatic that phonemic awareness instruction is not a one-time quick fix.
Development of phonemic awareness in kindergarten and grade | accounts for only
a very small proportion of reading success in the middle elementary grades (Bus &
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van Lzendoorn. 1999 This warming is necessary because some policvmakers seem

W believe that mswuction i phoneniic awareness 15« cure [or preventing readin no

difficulues. In fact 1itis only one ngredient in the cure. with the best medicine being

w balanced reading instrucuonal program mmvolving skills mstruction and holistic

opportunities.
Particularhy relevant 1 ¢ discussion of halane care demon-

strattons ol the etfechiveness ol phonenne aware

‘ are othe
Wise whole lunguage inoutiooh. The best bnown—and a well-designed —study was
offered by Castle. Riach. and "\u‘!w.‘w:: F1Oudy BPanis oostudy were all
= HETEL R UG SLRIN S TR G 71 - W s Tiies o Dhohielhie A drchess
mstructon participaied i two Z0-mimute sesstons a week. whereas control partici-
pants received instruction of skills not related 10 phonemic awareness. After 10
weeks ol instruction, the phonemic awareness instruction improved the students’
spelling skills as well as their sounding out of pseudowords. In general, inserting
phonemic awareness into ongoing beginning literacy instructional environments hag
yielded positive effects on early reading skills (e.g.. Blachman. Ball. Black. &
Tangel. 1994: Byrne & Fielding-Barnsley. 1991, 1993, 1995).

Word Recognition Instruction

“The great debate” (Chall, 1967/1983) in beginning reading largely has been about
what type of word recognition instruction works best with beginning readers. Chall’s
answer, based on the research available up until the middle 1960s. was that synthetic
phonics instruction produced better readers than the whole word approach predom-
nant in schools in those days. Synthetic phonics involves teaching students to map
letters in words to their sounds and to pronounce the word by blending the sounds
(i.e.. sounding out the word). In contrast. the whole word approach involves learn-
ing words as wholes. After a number of whole words were known to readers as sight
words. readers could be taught to analvze the sight words into their component
sounds.

The whole word approach was used most prominently in the Dicl-and-Jane
readers published by Scott. Foreman. and Company. An especialiy important finding
in the Chall analvses was that svathetic phonics seemed o be especially beneticial
for weuker students.

Since the time of Chall’s findings. a number of demonstrations have concurred
that intensive synthetic phonics-type instruction can improve the word recognition
skills of children who have difficulties with beginning reading (e.g.. Alexander,
Anderson. Heilman. Vocller. & Torgesen. 1991: Foorman. Francis. Fletcher,
Schatschneider. & Mehta, 1998: Foorman. Francis. Novy. & Liberman, 1991;
Lovelt. Ransby. Hardwick, Johns. & Donaldson. 1989: Lovett et al.. 1994: Manis,
Custodio. & Szeszulski. 1993: Torgesen et al., 1996; Torgesen et al.. 1999
Vellutino et al.. 1996). Most children who have difficulties in inital word recogni-
ton problems can be

1welped by being taught how to sound out words using syn-

thetic phonics.




ven so. svathetic phonics 1s not the only approach in the marketplace of word
nition interventions that seems o work with struggling beginning readers.
e also can recognize new words by analogy to words they know already. They
nize bar because they already know ar; they recognize bar because they
Iy know car.

‘he best developed decoding-by-analogy program that I have encountered—
Word 1D program (Gaskins. Guskins. Anderson. & Schommer. 1995:
ins. Gaskins. & Gaskins. 1991, 1992)—was developed by lrene Gaskins.,
sa Ehri. and Patricia Cunningham at Benchmark School. a sehool dedicated
education of students who struggle to learn 1o read. At the heart of the pro-
are |20 key words that capturs the key spelling patterns associated with the
nglish-language vowels. In additon, there are key words for the two sounds
e.g., girl, giraffe) and the two sounds for ¢ (e.g., can, city). Some word parts
dways sound the same (e.g.. -tion) are taught as wholes.

‘or example, to decode the word dispatcher; the word-ID user would learn (o
ify a keyword for each syllable of the word. For the first syllable, dis-, the key-
this could be used, as the vowel / is followed by a consonant. For the second
sle, -parch-, the keyword could be car, as the a in -paich- is followed by a con-
it. For the final syllable, -¢s; ier would apply. Thus, the student would know the
:nce of vowel sounds in the word. The student, who is also learning the simple
ynant-sound associations of English plus the digraphs and consonant blends,
d then be able to sound out the word, dispatcher:

Che program extends over several years at Benchmark, with keyword learning
iractice of the approach both requiring substantial instructional time. After sev-
years of experience with the program, most Benchmark students can use the
orized key words with ease to decode multisyllable words they have not
antered previously.

The effects of word ID and synthetic phonics instruction are roughly compara-
DeWitz. 1993; Lovett et al., 1994) in developing the decoding skills of begin-
readers. Lovett et al.’s study was especially notable because it involved teach-
tudents who had a great deal of previous difficulties in learning to read—much
Benchmark students. In general. teaching children 1o decode by analogy to
m words 1s effective in developing young readers who can decode words they
not seen before (e.g.. Ehri & Robbins, 1992: Goswami. 2000: Peterson &
es. 1992: van Daal. Reitsma. & van der Leu, 1994).

Word ID lessons do much more than teach children to decode. When key
ls are introduced, children also learn the meanings of the key words. The key
ls also are used as part of story writing. The lessons include reading of pat-
:d books. Students hear and read good literature every day they are enrolled at
:hmark.

The Benchmark approach is anything but a decoding-only approach. Rather,
I-ID is embedded in a full literacy development program and is used to empower
Iren so they can participate fully in reading real literature and writing. It is part

balanced literacy program.
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Although 1t 1s fine for u begmning reader o sound out words consclously or to use

an analogy approach deliberately o recognize words. older.

skilled readers use nej-
ther of these tactics deliberately. Rather.

cood r'c'tdr‘n sIMply recognize words they
have encountered previously without making syntheuc-phonics or word-1D effor

That they can do so almost effordessly frees up their consciousness (working mem-
Ory Lo allend o oter aspects ol e Icudmg 1;11\1,\ to comprehend what they are
readinge. The human mind cuir do only so many thimgs at once. and word recognition

requires so much effort that e consciousness remains for comprehension of the
words being read (Baron, 1077 LgBeree & Samiuzl 797= 2 dlone thel

their combined

4 paiaZiaplis. ant whole lexts

Pomumtelv with experience in recognizing words comes automatic, rapid,
accurate, and less effortful reading of individual words (Horn & Manis, 1987),
Balanced word recognition mstruction teaches tactics for effortful decoding but also
provides many opportunities for students to practice reading words until word recog
nition 1s automatic.

Vocabulary Teaching

Good readers have good vocabularies (Anderson & Freebody, 1991; Nagy,
Anderson, & Herman, [987). Moreover, reading comprehension improves when
vocabulary words are taught explicitly. For example, Beck, Perfetti. and McKeown
1982) taught grade-4 children a corpus of 104 words over a 5-month period. The
children who received the instruction oumerformed non-instructed children on sub-
sequent comprehension tests (see also Beck & McKeown. 1991: Durso & Coggins,
A991

Children learn the meanings of many words by experiencing the words in the
actual world and in text worlds (e.g. Dickinson & Smith. 1994: Elley. 1989: Morrow,
ressley, Smith, & Smith. 1997: Pelligrini. Galda. Perlmutter. ‘& Jones. 1994;

hniwms & Ehri. 1994: Rosenhouse. Feitelson. Kita. & Goldstein. 1997). That is,
they encounter the vocabulary without any explicit instruction in the words and their
meanings (Stanovich. 1980: Sternberg. 1987). Such incidental learning is filled with

potential pitfalls. however. For example. nllel; the vocabulary
infer from context are wrong (Miller & Gildea. 1987). Explicit teaching of the mean-
ings of mmportant vocabulary makes sense. for. in its absence

nieani 1ngs that readers

. young readers may
have substantial misconceptions about what critical vocabulary mean.

Comprehension Strategies

Good readers are aware of why they are reading a text. They overview text before

predictions about the upcoming text, read selectively based on
overviewing. associate ideas in text to what they already know, note whether thelr
predictions and expectations about text content are being met. mmclimcs revise their

thinking based on ideas in text. figure out the meanings ol unf.

reading, make

amiliar vocabulary
bused on context clues. underhine and reread. make notes and paraphrase. interpret




iluate the quality of the ext. review mmportant points as they conclude reading.
1 think about how they might use ideas they encounter in the text (Pressley &
flerbach. 1995).

Balanced reading instruction can develop these active reading skills in students.
main approach for doing so is through instruction in comprehension strategies. A
mber of individual strategies can be taught, including predicting. questioning dur-
creading. seeking clarification when confused. constructing mental images repre-
iing ideas 1 text. and summarizing (Pearson & Dole. 1987: Pearson & Fielding,
J1: Pressleyv. Johnson. Symons. McGoldrick. & Kura 1989) Of course. good
ders do not use strategies such as these one at a ume. Hence. balanced reading
ruction includes weaching students o articulate these various strategies as they
d.

Effective comprehension strategies instruction begins with extensive teacher
slanation and modeling of strategies, followed by teacher-scaffolded use of the
ategies, culminating in student self-regulated use of the strategies (e.g., Anderson,
92; Brown, Pressley, Van Meter, & Schuder, 1996; Duffy et al.. 1987). When the
truction has been successful, it always has been long-term, occurring over a
nester to a school year at a minimum. The benefits are consistent and striking
o., Collins, 1991), with several compelling demonstrations that such teaching dra-
tically improves the reading comprehension of weaker readers.

Thus, balanced reading instruction includes modeling and explaining of com-
:hension strategies and student practice of the strategies with teacher support.
cellent teachers of comprehension strategies let students know that they should
itinue to use strategies when reading on their own. The teaching takes place across
;ry school day in a well-balanced elementary literacy program, continuing as long
required to get all readers to use the strategies independently. Typically, this
ans that excellent comprehension strategies instruction occurs over a few years.

df=Monitoring
lanced reading instruction teaches children to be aware when they are having dif-
alties with reading and to react constructively to problems during reading. That is,
anced reading instruction requires teaching students to self-monitor their reading.
od readers know when they need to exert more effort to make sense of a text. For
umple. they are aware when they have sounded out a word but the sounded-out
rd does not make sense in the context (Isakson & Miller, 1976). When good read-
have that feeling. they try rereading the word in question. Teaching young read-
to self-monitor their reading of words makes good sense because they often read
wrong word (e.g., “Little Miss Muffett sat on her tupperware,” Baker & Brown,
34).

Balanced approaches to word recognition instruction incorporate a self-moni-
ing approach, in which readers are taught to pay attention to whether their decod-
~of words makes sense. When a word they read is not in synchrony with other
as in the text and pictures accompanying the text (e.g., Iversen & Tunmer, 1993),



budunced reading msUucuon emphasizes dl students should iy o decode 1t agaln
fe o attempt carefully o sound 1 out.

Good readers also are aware when they wre confused as they read: they self-
monitor their comprehension (Baker & Brown. 1984). Teaching voung readers 1o
self=monitor and change their reading tactics when they are confused makes sense,
Thus. bulanced readine teachers teach therr students o ask themselves. “Is what am
reading making sense”” They wiso teach students thal itally contusing text often
can be rendered sensible te.o by stowine down and reading more carelully. reread-

e confusing sections of text)

Extensive Reading
Many elementary classrooms have the banner “Read. Read. Read.” Itis good advice.
Reading increases word recognition skills and the likelihood that beginning readers
eventually will become fluent readers. Their vocabulary knowledge expands through
reading. Reading high-quality books increases their world knowledge in general,
which is critical, as well developed knowledge of the world facilitates comprehen-
sion in the future (Anderson & Pearson. 1984). For example, a child who has read a
lot about Egypt will better understand an article about construction of the pyramids
than will a reader who lacks prior knowledge about Egypt. In short. a balanced read-
ing program should include extensive reading of good books. stories. and articles
(e.g., Stanovich & Cunningham. 1993).

Despite the benefits of extensive reading. reading a great deal does not guaran-
tee that a student will become an excellent reader. Many students actually get to col-
lege lacking the active comprehension skills of sophisticated readers (see Cordén &
Day. 1996). That is why balanced reading programs include explicit teaching of
comprehension strategies and self-monitoring. for these higher-order skills do not
develop automatically from extensive reading. even if extensive reading does
improve many word-level skills and increase factual knowledge.

Teaching Students to Refate Prior knowledge
While They Read

That extensive prior knowledge can increase comprehension does not mean that it

always does s0. Readers do not always relate their world knowledge to the content
of a text. even when they possess knowledge relevant to the information in the text.
Often. they do not make inferences based on prior-knowledge unless the text
demands the inferences to make sense of it (McKoon & Ratchif. 1992).

That even good readers often fail to relate what they know (o a reading. how-
ever. means that more is needed in many cases for readers to benelit from their prior
knowledge. A large number of experiments conducted in the late 1980s into the
19905 demonstrated the power of “Why?" questions. Why-questions encouragé

readers 1o orient to their prior knowledge as they read. to relate what they know




ready 10 what is beine read (Pressley. Wood. Woloshyi, Marun. King. & Menke.
>92).- b - . k

In those studies. readers were encouraged to ask themselves “why™ the facts
sing presented in text made sense. This encouragement consistently produced a
1ge effect on memory of the texts. The most compelling explanation that emerged
om analylical experiments (see especially Martin & Pressley. 1991) was that the
hv-questioning oriented the readers o prior knowledge that could explain the facts
:ing encountered in text. Thus. a Canadian person reading that baseball i Canada
arted in Ontario might not automaucally infer that Ontario was close 1o New York,
here baseball was first popular in America. even if the reader knew much about the
wh daye of baseball in New York. If that same reader were to asli himsell or her-
A why 1t would make sense that Ontarians were the first Canadians o play base-
all, the early history of New York baseball might come to mind and permit the
isight that geographical proximity was an important determinant.

Typically, when readers process text containing new factual information, they
o not automatically relate the new information to their prior knowledge, even if
1ey have a wealth of knowledge that could be related to the information. The lesson
merging from these studies is to encourage readers to relate what they know to
formation-rich texts they are reading, with a potent mechanism for doing this being
‘hy-questioning (referred to as elaborative interrogation by Pressley and his asso-
iates). In balanced reading programs, students are taught to relate to what they read,

1formation they know already about a content area.

rocess Writing Instruction

n balanced classrooms, students not only read, read, and read, but they also write,
yrite, and write. One model of student writing is simply to let the kids write, and
aey will improve. The difficulty with this approach is that improvement is often
low, especially compared to approaches in which students are taught explicitly how
0 Write using process writing instruction.

Process writing instruction fundamentally involves (a) teaching students to plan
sefore they write. (b) construct drafts. and (c) revise drafts with respect to meaning
ind mechanics (e.g.. Flower & Hayes. 1980). Students can be taught a variety of spe-
ific strategies for each of these three steps. and specific students can be taught pro-
:edures for different types of writing (e.g.. narratives, expositories. book reports:
Jarris & Graham. 1996). Important in this context are the many validations of writ-
ng process instruction with students who otherwise experience difficulties express-
ng themselves in writing (see Harris & Graham, 1996).

Viotivating Reading and Writing

Motivating students to read and write is important, especially for students who at
first have difficulty in learning to read. These students often conclude that they lack
the ability to become literate. and this attribution undermines their efforts to read and
write (e.g., Jacobsen, Lowery, & DuCette. 1980: Pearl, 1982).
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SUMMARY

Lots of individual educational interventions have been validated and deserve a place

in a balanced literacy instruction program. Can we really fold into one classroom
instruction in phonemic awareness. teaching ol word recognition. vocabulary devel-
opment, inculcation of comprehension strategies, prior knowledge development and
instruction about how to use prior knowledge, m(l teaching of self-monitoring” Can
extensive holistic reading and process writing occur in @ classroom in which so many
reading skills are being taught? As teachers mix skills instruction with holistic read-

ing and writing. can they also employ the many motivational mechanisms that have
been validated?

The answer comes from the research review in the first half of this article.
Excellent literacy teachers do it all! They balance skills teaching and holistic expe-
riences while flooding their classrooms with motivation. The case in favor of bal-
anced literacy teaching is growing. a case that follows from balanced reflection on
qualitative analyses of effective classrooms and quantitative studies of specific com-
ponents of instruction.

Plenty of work 1s left to be done. The research on balanced literacy instruction
has focused mostly on the primary vears. so much more research is needed in the
upper elementary grades and the secondary vears. We think the greatest challenge in

the vears ahead. however. is to find out whether more teachers can be developed who

S lieracy nstractuon in

uve classrooms such

i~ those described in

Is article.

We look Torward to true experiments in which achievement is meuasured both in
classrooms where teachers who previously were less balanced and more incomplete

in their teaching have been taught to balance literacy mstruction and in control class-
rooms in which instruction continues to be imbalanced and incomplete. If teaching
teachers to be more balanced in fact changes the teachers™ teaching and their stu-
dents” achievement. it will provide powerful additional evidence in favor of the bal-
anced literacy mstructional model specified in Pressley’s (1998) book.

Alysia Roehrig and Michael Pressley have begun research to explore whether
beginning teachers can be transformed imto more balanced and more effective teach-

ers. A preliminary hypothesis emerging from this work is that only some teachers




a2y be seoopen such reeducauon and moaification of their e ching tsee also
1

Pressley & Ei-Dinary. 1997). 1f that wrns out 1o be the case. maybe an mmportant
research question will be how o identify individuals who can become balanced and
effective literacy teachers. How can teacher education programs be more selective
about who is admitted 1o assure teachers who can and will do all that needs 1o be
done 10 promote literacy engagement and achievement” Although much has been
learned about balanced literacy instruction. much remains 1o be learned.
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